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| RESEARCH DEFINITION

Waterfront Development Management in Greece
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2 PROBLEM STATEMENT

New Challenges
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PR PO

“The current planning system in Greece is characterized as inefficient
and outdated, while the changing socio-economic conditions influence

the development processes in the country.”



RESEARCH QUESTIONS

- What are the main drivers and barriers of managing waterfront
redevelopment projects in Greece!

-  How can a community-led waterfront development strategy for
“Lipasmata’” area be implemented in order to create new transformation
opportunities!



3 RESEARCH DESIGN &
METHODOLOGY



RESEARCH METHODS

| 2 3

LITERATURE REVIEW DATA COLLECTION/REVIEW A S e
Background knowledge of the Information related to the Case study In-depth analysis of a case study in
research - empirical documents contemporary Greece;
(Plans, policies, decision- -Stakeholder Analysis;
making reports) -Plan Analysis

- newspaper articles/
information from media

3 3 4

QUALITATIVE INTERVIEWS S.W.O.T ANALYSIS STRATEGY CREATION (DESIGN)
Semi-structured interviews (experts, Analytical tool for mapping the collected Creation of framework to drive
private advisors, stakeholders) data towards the waterfront development

of “Lipasmata”



RESEARC@aPROCESS

lterative and cyclical process

Part 1-Research proposal

Chapter 1 Chapter 2

Foreword Introduction

Part 2-Theory and concepts
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RESEARCH PROCESS
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4 \WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT

Practice Iin the age of crisis



WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT

Challenging realrty
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EIREEK PRAC T8

The emerging framework of policy and physical redesign of space in Greek urban waterfronts:

RESEARCH & POLICY &
DESIGN PROJECTS DESIGN
APPROACHES
confined to the
Al!’l!i(l:()?l;\l!i‘ll-‘s precise parts of (he
OF wban waltertront
CITIES belonging to therr
junisdictions ~
{ INHERENT §
(i LIMITATIONS}
ul.--. “i\" 4 k B
ACADEMIC l.{u esign of space is |design
comMuNITy |focused on the the approaches
& indsvidua based on the
URBAN i - ’ R, e
haracteristics ’ne s
Ve characte lsn%s ot llnlqlf( ness of
wrban water tronts place

|

(Gospodini, 2001)



EIREEK PRAC T8

The emerging framework regarding the Spatial Planning system:

Greek Spatial Planning Framework - Hierarchy
Phane
r—
g o (sectoral) for spatial
= g planning and
-] sustainable
development
Regional Frameworks for , < Strategic
& Spatial Planning and | Planning
g Sustainable Development 11
z
5 Q A 4 e ———————————————
Guidelines for Specially k-
g ; Master Plans and Regulated Urban Areas —
E Erwironmental
= | Protection Programs for
s r special - - Urbs - Athens & Thessaloniki
nan
Spatial Control — R“""::’ Areas
Studies Zones Int ted
g X Special Development of PI:n:‘f: City
§ Special SR S5 ST Spatial Specific R ol
« Ernvisonment [ z i l Planning Productivity
g I Studies : s o " . Sectors < Planning at
@ o , |General Urban| | Plans of Spatial and Regional Level
== " 7| Development | Settlement
' Plans Organization for
E E ] Open Cities
Qg Restoration | Implementation
S Areas Town Plans and Land
=8 Contribution Plans
e

(Ryser& Franchini, 2015)



PLANNING & WATERFRONT
DEVELOPMENT

Planning Spatial
Culture Planning
Urban
Development
Planning Land Use
System Policy

Conceptual institutional planning framework (based on Buitelaar, 201 I)
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EIREEK PRAC T8

Development approaches

Determinant

Planning rationality;

Planning style Form' of g(wcrnzu?cc: political 'zmd ‘dccision- Main hcnc.lic.iu'rics:
- project leadership making forms market conditions
—_—
Public-investment Quasi-governmental Plan-led; Public interest;
planning agency (joint administrative depressed markets
committees of corporatist
public-sector actors)
Regulative planning  Local authorities allow  Plan-led; technical Local land and
or decline private- and rational property owners
sector proposals (also public
interest); strong

market demands

Trend planning Local authorities Market-driven; market  Private developers:
facilitate judgment strong market
development; demands

private sector
implements it

Leverage planning Quasi-governmental Market-driven; Private interests;
agency (public— corporatist potential market
private) interests

Galland and Hansen (2012) illustrate how planning influences the waterfront development practice by
analyzing the main planning styles and their contextual determinants



CRISIS AS TURNING POINT

Development in the age of austerity

Need for alternative development approaches;

In UK this turning point came in 2010 with the Coalition Government;

From the dense national regeneration framework based on area-based initiatives ;

* Shift towards a minimalistic “regeneration’ practice to enable growth;

- Community-led regeneration projects, encourage |local authorities and residents to drive local

regeneration towards the decentralization;
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BINALYSIS | HROUGH SCAESS

Regional differences in GDP per capita levels, 201 3
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ANALYSIS THROUGH SCALES

Unemployment rate
February 2015, or later
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ANALYSIS THROUGH SCALES

Strategic Vision Attica Region 202 |




ANALYSIS THROUGH SCALES
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BINALYSIS | HROUGH SCAESS

P20| Piraeus 2020 \ Development and Work
Piraeus Candidate City for European Capital of Culture 2021
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BEIFASMALAT CASE STUESS

Historical backgrouna:

* The industrial site Is located in the costal
area next to Piraeus commercial port, in
the industrial area of Drapetsona-Keratsini;

* Industrial activities in the area dominated
the economic life of Piraeus for many
years;

* In 1993, the company of “Lipasmata” became

property of the NBG;

* In 1999,"Lipasmata” ceased to operate;

Today the area is completely abandoned and is seeking for regeneration strategies in order to change its image

and create socio-economic development;



S TAKEHOLDERS
MANAGEMEN T



OWNERSHIP STATUS

Sector # | Actors Area (ha)
Public A NBG (Protypos Ktimatiki SA) * 246
(68% of the area) |
C Lafarge (former AGET Herakles) 10
B.-D. | BP Hellas (former Mobil) 80
Total area Private sector 436
Private . OLP - Piraeus Port Authority 94
(32% of the area) :
2k Municipal authorities (Municipality of Drapetsona-Keratsini) / 112
Governmental authorities j
Total area Public sector 206
Total area 642

LEGEND

I. OLP/
Piraeus Port Authority

Public Sector
32%

2. Municipal authorities
(Open Public spaces)

. A. NBG-Protypos Ktimatiki SA

Private Sector
68%

B. BP Hellas
(former property of MOBIL)

- C. LAFARGE
- D. BP Hellas

Ownership Status of “Lipasmata”/Internal Stakeholders

: \ ® NBG
@ Private Sector @ Public Sector ® LAFARGE

® BP HELLAS
® oLp
@ Municipal/Governmental authorities
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Stakeholders Sector Internal/External Level Type Resources Power Interest
Greek Government Public Internal National Political/ Political/Legal High High

: : - Bureaucratic : : :
Region of Attica Public External National Political/ Political/lLegal  High High

: : Bureaucratic : : 5
Municipality of Drapetsona-Keratsini Public Internal Local Political/ Political/Legal Medium High

: : Bureaucratic : : :
Municipality of Piraeus Public External Local Political Political Medium High
Piraeus Port Authority (OLP) Public Internal Local Political/ Politicalllegal ~ High High

3 3 - Bureaucratic 3 3 3
Municipal Offices (Technical, Environmental, | Public External Local “General interest  Cognitive/ High High
Economic bureaux) “economic 1 1
Technical University of Athens Public External International Experts Cognitive Low Medium
Urban - City planners/Architects etc. Private External International Experts Cognitive Low High
NBG - Protypos Ktimatiki Private Internal National Special interest  Economic High High
BP Hellas Private Internal National Special interest  Economic High High
LAFARGE Private Internal National Special interest Economic High High
Residents/Locals Civic External Local Special interest Cognitive/ Low High

: : : ~economic : 1
NGO (Environmental groups etc.) Civic External Local General interest  Cognitive Low High
Developers Private External International Special interest Economic Medium High
Investors Private External International Special interest  Economic High High
Tourist/visitors Civic External Local Special interest Cognitive/ Low Medium

: : : - economic : ‘

Stakeholder analysis as defined by Dente (2014)
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NBG - PROTOTYPOS KTIMATIKI GREEK GOVERNMENT

Private Public
BP HELLAS
Private REGION OF ATTICA
Public
LAFARGE
-
g MUNICIPALITY OF
DRAPETSONA -
KERATSINI
Public
INVESTORS
Private
BN (Re)development
QEVELOPERS Project
Private | MUNICIPALITY
" C) 080808080803.8 OF PlRAEUS
NGO (Environmental = " - Publi
gl'OUpS etc.) ms.x.s.xos.:o . LT ) K
:z-.,og SEAp B e v g
Civic 8838 | o
o 1ei8 L : , PIRAEUS PORT
TOURISTS/VISITORS I 1 >y AUTHORITY (OLP)
Civic Public
RESIDENTS/LOCALS MUNICIPAL OFFICES (Technical,
Civic Environmental, Economic offices)
URBAN - CITY | o
T EMCINIECI I, S TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS
Private Public

Stakeholders Management Circle, Mapping the stakeholders based on (Walker et al., 2008)



PLAN ANALYSIS
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* For this proposal no other informacion are found, during the document review and berature review.

AN.DIP. SA

TERRA POSIDONIA
Kloutsousioti-Toropidi

University of Athens

Rogan Assoclates S.A

- Thymio Papayasnis ans

Associates Inc.

1997

017

University research

OLP (Piracus Port Authorities)

Mmlqdormmw

NEG - Protypos Komatiki

Attica Region (Dip. Wastern Piraeus)

PLAN ANALYSIS

Mixed Use wich emphasis
1) comenercial activities
b) bght industrial actvicies

ce Mar

vah:hsmmdqwbmlm

itCrmdacmmmw:h

mmmwmum ;
: of the industrial activities in the area under the :
“;_bmkdanmmmm

The proponal had the following goaly:

& Uses to be part of broader regional plasning and
‘trends In economic activity:
B Harmonic coexistence of functicns,

- €. Ensuring consistency of uses with a view to long-

torm sustainabdity of growth;

_Aumamwm

of proposed functions

functions;

| complementary
;uc«m«mmmm

;e_wwwwd.m
- coastal axis.

jﬂnMnb&dew&luMm ‘
: and environmencal criteria for: the attraction of

¢r of joba, correlation of
anwwmmmdm

amenities. recreacional areas in the waterfront areas
| and srong connection of the urban center with the
‘ sea frone, while promotion and reuse of induscridd

: RSA (Organzation for Planning and Environmensal
| Protection of Athens)..

- Public authorties such as the Goverament (Misistry
| of Development) and the municipalites of Keratsini
- and Drapetsona

clements and upgradng ofthe mageofthePort

Maditerranean Canter for
Science and Ares

| With a research conducted by » sciencific panel of |
: researchers form mainly the facukty of Architecture,
- the proposal is based on the creation of 3 complex
| of activities for education and cudture and 2 series of |
‘ publc services for the duzens. The proposal is

| charactorized by a small exploitation of the land

‘ while targeting on the reuse of the industrial

“Buildings.
Mixed Use with emphasis on :
3) commercial activities Not Submized
b) housing i
: The proposal places greater emphasis on the
gmdp&mﬂmwﬂm
: Ukban Conter with mibeed immmmmmdm:
use spaces based on housing, : area by awolding strictly orlenting investment
E iotre and | activities in the butiness and shipping world. It
At i 2 mild explonation of the land. but does
- mot exclude the business and commarcial
| exploration of the area.
Owerall, this plan proposes a fairly intenaive :
* Hyperiocal Maritime Business | explotation of the land and has in general, a strong
Center with duse tment, b and commercial character. The
funcuions (housing. kelsure, .wnaloummwowh:\duuahomoﬁu :
culture, etc) the wiers it targets
ih“modmmlwm
M Stan Park :ummmwdammm

immumnmmm
 for the society. :

Private stakeholders (mainly NBG - Protypos
Ktimaziki)

Local autherites
(Muniopalily of Drapetsona-Keratsing

The rosuits are not yet published

This proposal aimed to create the condton in order to
ALract mew Actors and inveltors to the areas. Such
actors are based on the shipping actvities (shipping
comganies. Mnistry of Mercanole Marine) The imersive
character of the proposal was criticized as opposing to
the general gudebnes as introduced by RS A because
was targeting only to a particular target group based on

the shipping activities.

This proposal was mainly 3 retearch for the ares based
on the “Terra Posidonia™ - Ewropean Program of the
development of waterfront areas. The research was
mainly targeting to create the condtions for new
discussions not only for the area bt for the review of
the General Masterplan of the extended area which was
characterized a3 cutdd and limiting

..Mpmpomunmmmm”m ‘

new conditons for the decision-making process and the
discussions batwean the key actors. The plan is based on
the guiddines of the existing land use plan and on the
objectives of the public stakeholders for the
dewslopment of the oty and the society As an expert
the Usiversity gave new insights for the future
possibilities of the area whils the intervention is
characterized as a low pace.

Although the connection of the areas with the port ths
was the first time that the port autherities OLP

participate actively in the discussions for the future area.

The opposing preferences of public and private
stakeholders was underlined by this proposal Thas
proposal characterized as bottom-up spproach was
targeting to the creation of small paced actvities with
cultural and social orlentation. In this way the area was
once again seen as & whole but the private interest was

not represented.

 This proposal intarested mainly the 246 ha land owned

by the private company NBG. The proposal was
influenced by the top-down international trends and the
main objections were based on the idea that such
dovelopment will create further problems in the city

_uxhupnukmﬂmﬂnmkc_

Although the resuks are not published this comgpetition
opens again, after a long period of time, the dacuasions
for the future of the area As stated in the note of the
compatition the area is seen as 2 metropoltan pole
however the requirements drives to the creation of 3
metropolnan park wich a few recreational activivies for
the visitors. Once again the stakeholders are working in
different directions, since the publc authorities are not
taking into account the needs for altarmative uses

vmwmmwm

Comparative table of the plan proposals-Outcome of Plan Analysis



ERIE= A CASE STUDY

Key Findings

* Long-term development process;

* Complex Ownership status (public and private
OWNers);

* The ownership is spread in the area;

* Conflicts public and private owners;

* Multiple plans from [980;

* Opposing preferences of private and public

stakeholders;

* Private parties- top-down development approach;

* Public parties- bottom-up development approach;




QUALITATIVE INTERVIEWS

Semi-structured / Experts



SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

!

| Collect information and ideas from experts related to the l
development of “Lipasmata’ area |

[

* Architects/Planners; * Public parties; * Project managers;

Questions related to:

* The reasons of not implementing development projects in “Lipasmata’;
* Importance of such project in the age of crisis;

* Conditions for the future;



S.W.O. [. ANALYSIS

Mapping the information



STRENGHTS

- The area is considered as strategc n a local, regonal and rational level

- Strategi postion of the area close 10 the man port-giteway of the Mediterranean

- Extellent geo-strategc postion (dose 10 the port of Praeus, wanity of the area 10 Athers oty centre,
easy access), transport comidor;

- Dwect interface of functions of Drapetsona-Keratsin municpality with neghbounng muncpalities
sxch as Praeus

- Prosimity to crafts and industrial units as well as to major transit centres (Jogistics)k

« The nich topography of the area and especally the contact with the sea, creates the condtions for the
deveiopenent of losune aneas, OTher 0CoNOMC ACtvbes and networks Capabie 1O attract and absord toy-
s

« Presence of explotable former industrial heritage buldings

- Cean surfaces (n terms of bulidngs from previcus uses) ready to be developed:

- Surrounding (resdential) areas within walking/cycing dstance:

+ The sze of the area and the presence of different lindowners gves the possbiity to create separate )
- Possbalties for 1ourism development: dose 1o the cruse terminal of the port, prominent cubiural and
industrial monuments part of the cultural heritage:

« Presence of multiple prefiminary stades (development plans over the kst decades) that could be used
for dsaussons between the stakeholders:

- Multiple lindowners with power 1O SIUract economic resourcesinvestments

« Influence that public stakeholders have in the local politics:

« Interest of economic stakeholders in the project (investors, private
- Positive attitude of progect area inhabaants 1owards rewiakzation;
= Presence of human resources at the murscipal level wihsch could, with
incentives, reconstitute the image of the socal policy of the municipality;
- Possieity for targeted interventions at municipality leved (bottom-up).

” Positive

S factors

OPPORTUNITIES

- Piracus 8 the $econd mportant metropolitan centre after Athens, n the
- Piraous & a Gty with sgnicart mtormationsl knks;

- New strategc visons in local level (Praeus 2020) and repondd level (,
the (re)development of the area as mportant step 10 establish a competitive
and the Region;

- New vestments in the commerncial port and the cruse port enbance rowth prospects for the
creation of an mermational shppng centre;

- Astitude of the reponal poltics towards revitalization of inner town areas and edge of town deve-
lopments (Piracus 2021)

« Upcoming (re)development progects and improvement of connectivty in the city (tram , metro
me) enhance the growth prospects of Piracus:

« Private investments in the peers Il and Nl of Pirasus port, assocated with rapid increase in move-
ment of the commercal port, create economic actvties in the aty;

« The expansion of the southern cruse port is expected to attract more ships and toursm in the
[

» Industral, commercial and shipping centre of the country with activities of Fyper local importance:
= International gateway of commernte and trade;

- Activation of strong shipping units near the harbour;

- The large number of exasting industral stes enhances the prospect for creating hyper local fun-
ctional poles with emphasis on the promotion of cultural hertage combined with the development
of Pnovaton, manufactunng, lesure actwvities, 10urism, e4c.,

- Incremertal populationt

- Austerity measures, dus 1O Crises, promotng the Lrban development s apportunty of SOO0-eco-
Ao growth

- Interest from perate natonal and Ptermational Fvesiors:

- Ducussions in order 10 update the General Land Use Plan of the cry;

-~
;’

Internal

factors
------------------.

- e - - - - - - - - - - - -

factors

External

,
=

WEAKNESSES

- Lack of green and public areas

- Lack of parkang areas.

- Conamenated s0d due 10 the previous industnal uses:

- Severe ar polkson

- Saturation of the adjacent urban fabeic;

- olation of the city and ctizens from the waterfront and harbour arex

« Influence of public stakeholders in the local and hyper local politic;

« Multiple landowners;

« Controversy of interests opposing views of stakeholders kead to the waterfront’s neglection

« The particular ownership status does not permit the creation of an integrated development
plan for the arex;

« Incapacity of stakeholders 1o meet a consersus in relation 10 the areas future development;

« Litthe involvernent of other stakeholders (e g experts, cvic sector) in the discussions and the de-
Oson-making process;

- Bxsting proposils for the waterfront do not answer effectively neither 10 the complexity of the
site n terms of currentfture uses o 1o the different stakeholder’s benefits

- Absence of & Masterplan or planning vision 10 enatie the dscussions and intatives for the deve-
lopment of the arex:

-------------------------------‘

Negative

factors “

THREATS

« Dedlining urban structure of the city,
« High rate of unemployment.

~Movements of the young population;
«Rapid dechne of the coratruction activity:
- Centraized plarring systerrc
- Political ratabiity create 3 dacontimuaty n terms of decisons;
- Internyd pathogers of the public doman
- The state his power 10 break any peivite evtiative;
- Limated power of oca suthorities 10 intiate & development propect
- Compicated legslative framework, with multiple planning liws and repulations in different
rsttutonal levels
- Out-daed Land Use plarc
- Lack of open dscussons and Cconpitations 10 the otizens n relition 1o the development
- Incapacty of the state and the local authorites 10 attract swestments




6 KEY FINDINGS



CASE STUDY FINDINGS

Benefits

“...the development of brownfield areas is essential for creating new job opportunities, during and dfter the
completion of the project. In my opinion the municipadlities in Attica that hold such areas are very

lucky.” (Papanikolaou, 2017)

“... | strongly believe that by solving the several issues and by creating development plans, such brownfield areas,
after the completion of the project, will stop being urban voids and in addition they will be created new land uses

and activities that will benefit further the society ...” (Bitsakaki, 2017)

____Drawbacks

“It is well-known and witnessed that large investments in our country have "stumbled" upon the several bureaucratic

issues related mainly to the incapacity of the public administration to facilitate the development processes... In
particular, the attempted redevelopment of the Lipasmata area is due to bureaucratic rigidities, but above all, | would

say, to the outrageous discontinuity of decisions characterizing the Greek State.” (Varvitsiotis, 201 7).

“.... among other drawbacks the main barrier in creating a waterfront development strategy in the costal zone of

Attica in basically, the fragmentised ownership status.” (Papanikolaou, 2017)



I SYNTHESIS



BARRIERS & DRIVERS

What are the main drivers and barriers of managing waterfront
redevelopment projects in Greece!



DRIVERS

* The ways of governance of such challenging process;

* The creation of economically attractive and advantageous solutions;

* The contribution of the development to the socio-economic growth
(social inclusiveness, creation of job opportunities);

* Creation of quality spaces;

* The contribution of the development to improve the city’s outlook
(competitiveness);

* The use of a poly-thematic development schemes;



BARRIERS

Fragmented ownership status;

Multiplicity of stakeholders and collaboration;

Use of mono-thematic development schemes:

Legal issues related to the outdated land use plan;
Bureaucracy;

Multiple laws and regulation based on the centralized system:;
Public offices do not facilitate the procedures;

Incapacity of public sector to attract and manage the investments;




NEW STRATEGYY?



NEW STRATEGY?

Key components

* Active involvement of the Municipalities and other public bodies;

* Understand and analyze the development needs of the Region;

* Creating a Memorandum of Understanding among the landowners;
* The creation of a Joint Action Plan for the regeneration of the areg;

* Update the legislation with New Regulations for the development areas

(e.g. Updated land use plan etc.);
* The involvement of the civic sector to the creation of the best solution:

* Decentralized planning system, (power to local authorities).



NEW STRATEGYY?

THE MOVEMENT FOR :
COMMUNITY-LED t!”
DEVELOPMENT



WHY CLLD?

* Encourage local communities to develop integrated bottom-up approaches to
respond challenges calling for structural change;
* Bulld community capacity and stimulate innovation, entrepreneurship;

* Promote community ownership by increasing participation;
* Build the sense of involvement;

* Assist multi-level governance by providing a route for local communities;




How can a community-led waterfront development strategy for
“Lipasmata” area be implemented in order to create new transformation
opportunities?



it

TERAMORS ~

—_— -

Co-creation as key to engage different perspectives:

* Public: support / ownership / democracy
* Private: profit / product innovation / alliances

* Society: control / experience / community



S FOR 'LIPASMATA  CES

* Launch the community-led program by informing the citizens and other
stakeholders;

- ldentify the key actions based on community resources;
* Enable and engage the communities;

* Create dialogues and communication;

* Build trust and alliances;

* Empower citizens and build in their interest;

 Take action.
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Thank you!



